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RE: fyi...from caspar newspaper

		From

		Hoskie, Sadie

		To

		Hoskie, Sadie

		Recipients

		Hoskie.Sadie@epa.gov



 



 



From: Hoskie, Sadie 
Sent: Monday, May 06, 2013 10:20 AM
To: Fay, Kate
Subject: RE: fyi...from caspar newspaper



 



Thanks, Kate.  Here is copy of the letter.



 



From: Fay, Kate 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 12:12 PM
To: Hoskie, Sadie
Subject: FW: fyi...from caspar newspaper



 



Something to feel really good about! Nice work that has been fully acknowledged. Could you please email me the letter that we sent to WOGCC on this?



 



Kate



 



From: Sussman, Bob 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 8:50 AM
To: Acting Administrator; Fay, Kate; Cantor, Howard
Subject: FW: fyi...from caspar newspaper



 



A rare and timely accolade. Note who the players are. 



 



Robert M. Sussman



Senior Policy Counsel to Administrator 



Office of the Administrator



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency



Washington DC



(202)-564-7397



 



From: O'Hara, James 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 10:46 AM
To: Sussman, Bob
Subject: fyi...from caspar newspaper



 



Saved by the EPA



Print Email 



2013-05-02T10:00:00Z 2013-05-02T10:26:04Z Saved by the EPA Casper Star-Tribune Online 



22 hours ago  •  By 



darrell.ehrlick@trib.com



(0) Comments



It’s not often that Wyoming gets a chance to say something nice about the Environmental Protection Agency.



Yet in a case where it could count more than most, the federal agency that has a recent history of questionable decisions seems to have taken a very necessary and prudent step at stopping what could be a decision to destroy drinking water we may need in the future.



The Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission recently granted an approval to pump wastewater from wells into the Madison Aquifer, a huge underground water source that provides water to parts of four states. The wells, about 50 miles north of Casper, would not likely be anywhere near a city that might need to use the water.



For now.



And the water might not be perfectly suited for pumping and treating. Yet just because water isn’t as easily accessed today doesn’t mean the water won’t be needed in the future.



But this questionable decision by the state to allow pumping wastewater into the Madison Aquifer isn’t just about playing it safe or being ultraconservative with oil and gas development.



Instead, the commission also seemed to disregard the concern from its own scientists, including hydrologists and geologists who were concerned that the water wasn’t bad enough to be unusable. Scientists were also worried that just because the water is a long way off or because it isn’t ideal for drinking without some treatment, that someday with more population or different technology, the water would be very much usable.



Scientists also questioned the company’s modeling for the project, which means that scientists were concerned about the oil and gas company’s assumptions.



Without much explanation, the commission voted to approve the project. It offered no compelling reasons why it should set aside the scientific conclusions.



The modeling data that showed what would happen to the wastewater to make sure it didn’t pose future risk is important. These models apparently didn’t convince scientists that it was safe.



Until those answers can be solved satisfactorily, then we believe the Encana project simply cannot move forward. Once the water — a precious resource in dry Wyoming — is lost it will be difficult to clean up the problem. And there’s no guarantee this problem wouldn’t bleed across state lines. There is too much at risk.



That’s why it’s a good thing that EPA stepped in. Without the science backing the decision, it’s a project that could be hard to untangle.



Morevoer, we believe the EPA is doing what the WOGCC couldn’t — for whatever reason.



It’s indeed hard to say “no” to a company with such ambitious plans. After all, saying yes means jobs and cheaper energy.



But if we can’t guarantee clean, fresh water, we’re going to have bigger problems than just energy in Wyoming to worry about in the future.



Instead, we can’t help but look to the WOGCC. The recent decision is perplexing. The commission’s charge is to balance the needs of industry, which provides a financial backbone to our state, and the consumers who could be at the mercy of well-heeled business.



But in its decision, the WOGCC seemed to side with Encana without giving assurances to residents that things were going to be OK. It gave no reasons why it discounted the science that was presented to it, or wouldn’t listen to the scientists.



In other words, this looks more like a political decision than anything.



But in a move that could be considered nearly equally political, the EPA has stepped in to ensure the questions are asked and Wyoming doesn’t just benefit today, but is protected for tomorrow.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8
1595 Wynkoop Street
DENVER, CO 80202-1129
Phone 800-227-8917
http://www.epa.gov/region08

Ref: §P-W

Mr. Tom Kropatsch APR 08 zms

Environmental Program Supervisor

Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
2211 King Boulevard

P.O. Box 2640

Casper, Wyoming 82602

RE: Docket No. 3-2013

Aquifer Exemption Review: Madison Formation
Encana Oil and Gas USA, Inc.,

Marlin 29-21, API No. 49-013-23374,

Fremont County, Wyoming

Dear Mr. Kropatsch:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 8 (EPA) is responding to a request from the
Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission (WOGCC) for a preliminary assessment of the aquifer
exemption proposal under Docket No. 3-2013, for a portion of the Madison Formation in the vicinity of
the Marlin 29-21 injection well, API No. 49-013-23374, Fremont County, Wyoming. We would also
like to take this opportunity to clarify the federal aquifer exemption process with regard to this request.

In undertaking this preliminary assessment, the EPA has identified additional items that require
clarification or information necessary to properly assess this aquifer exemption request consistent with
federal criteria in 40 CFR § 146.4(b)(2). With this additional information, we can complete our
preliminary assessment. A list of comments and request for additional information is attached as
Attachment A. '

The EPA understands that the WOGCC recently held hearings on this matter and designated the subject
portion of the Madison Formation as an exempted aquifer. The EPA also understands that the
Commission previously designated, or intends to designate, portions of the Tensleep and Nugget
formations as exempted aquifers. Please submit to the EPA a final aquifer exemption approval request
along with any supporting information not previously submitted that details the Commission’s
determination. Please include any associated Class II permit conditions, such as injected volume limits,
exemption size, or other conditions that are pertinent to the aquifer exemption.

The EPA will process the exemption request in accordance with 40 CFR § 144.7. As a reminder,
exemption request actions do not become final until the steps required under this regulation have been
completed.







Please contact Linda Bowling of my staff at (303) 312-6254 with questions or concerns regarding this
matter. '

S{g\ll?cerely,

XN
U ¢
Sadie Hoskie

Director, Water Program

Enclosure: Attachment A — Request for Additional Information

& Kevin Frederick, Administrator
Water Quality Division







ATTACHMENT A

Request for Additional Information Associated with the EPA’s Preliminary Assessment of Madison
Formation Aquifer Exemption Review, Encana Oil and Gas USA

Please provide clarifications and answers to the following requests for additional information, which are

necessary for the EPA to properly assess the proposed exemption relevant to federal criteria at 40 CFR §
146.4(b)(2).

A. Conceptual /Numerical Model

1. Model Scope: The conceptual model of the hydrogeologic setting/groundwater flow system(s) in the
Madison aquifer near the Marlin 29-21 well, as presented by Encana, is very general. More specifically,
it appears to be based on a broad regional analysis of the hydrogeologic setting and groundwater flow
system in the Madison aquifer for the entire Wind River Basin (8,500 square miles). The EPA believes
this approach limits the ability of the tool to satisfactorily evaluate the localized transport and fate of the
plume that will result from injection of 25,000 — 30,000 barrels of produced brine per day for 50 years in
the vicinity of the proposed injection well. The model assumed no-flow boundaries at the top and
bottom of the Madison, and assumed that no faults extended from the Madison upward or downward
to/through the confining formations. In view of this, the EPA recommends that the model be modified to
ensure it characterizes the hydrologic conditions and hydrogeologic setting in the vicinity of the Marlin
29-21 sufficiently to evaluate the pathways and extent of potential brine migration. The EPA believes
this is a necessary step before we can complete a determination regarding this aquifer exemption
request.

2. Evaluation of Freshwater Water Recharge From the South: Based on a review of the information
provided by Encana, it appears that the model has not analyzed the origin and cause for the low TDS in
the Madison Formation water near the Marlin 29-21. The material provided indicates that the Madison
sub-crops beneath the permeable Wind River Formation about 12-13 miles to the SE. The model does
not appear to account for the potential recharge to the Madison through the subcrop and through the
highly fractured, faulted and folded SE-NW trending Dutton Basin anticlinal structure to the SE of the
Marlin 29-21. To fully evaluate the potential ramifications of exempting this aquifer, the EPA would
need to review and evaluate additional information including data from water samples collected from the
Marlin 29-21 that are analyzed for 130, deuterium, tritium, *C, as well as a full suite of cations /anions.
The EPA would use this data to determine the age and source of water produced from the Marlin 29-21
which will help inform the rate and directionality of recharge at this location. The EPA also
recommends that Encana compare these data against similar data from any wells/springs that discharge
from the sub-crop/outcrop area to the SE of the project area to help explain the nature and rate of
recharge to the Madison Formation along the Dutton Basin Anticline to the south and southeast of the
project area. Conducting an adequate time-drawdown test at the Marlin 29-21 should also be completed
to evaluate hydraulic properties of the Madison formation. This would include pumping water from the
Madison using the Marlin 29-21 and measuring the drawdown response until water levels stabilize or at
least a 48 hour period. This data can be used to establish the sustainable yield of the Madison at this
location. When doing this, the EPA recommends that the analysis account for known faults and other







geologic features that could affect the direction and distance the plume could flow over the life of the
project.

3. Scope of Aquifer Exemption Request: The current application from Encana requests an aquifer
exemption for a quarter mile radius around the well. The model indicates the quarter mile exempted area
is likely inappropriate because the predicted fluid emplacement is more on the order of a 4.5 mile radius.
This raises the question of how the WOGCC will address Encana’s request to exempt the Madison
aquifer within a % mile radius of the Marlin 29-21 well, when the applicant has analyzed injection
impacts and identified that brine may be distributed as far as a 4.5 mile radius due to disposal activities.
This information also establishes uncertainty regarding the 4.5 mile radius because its impact zone does
not consider the local hydrogeologic conditions. The EPA recommends that these questions be
addressed in a revised analysis. In doing so, please provide a discussion of the total area of the
exempted aquifer and the rationale used to determine the area exempted.

B. Relationship of this Aquifer Exemption to Any Future Exemption Requests Related to Overall
Development of Encana’s Moneta Divide Project

The EPA assumes that this aquifer exemption would support injection of wastewater associated with
approximately 280 existing production wells. Please clarify that this assumption is correct. If our
assumption is incorrect, please explain how the planned Moneta Divide field expansion and planned
development will affect the aquifer in the vicinity of this aquifer exemption request. The EPA
understands NEPA review is underway for this development and that this effort will address cumulative
impacts. Nonetheless, it would be useful to have a better understanding of how this planned
development could impact the Madison aquifer in this area. Helpful information includes whether (and
if so, where) Madison brine disposal wells are being planned in addition to the Marlin 29-21. More
specifically, please discuss the Moneta Divide project’s anticipated volume of fluid proposed for
disposal at the surface and subsurface, identify the estimated number of disposal and production wells
which may be drilled and operated as part of the Moneta Divide Project, and provide a breakout of the
volume of fluids proposed for injection into the Nugget, Tensleep and/or Madison Formations.

C. Other Beneficial Uses in the Region for Madison Aquifer Water

The Madison aquifer in the area is shown to be of relatively high quality and quantity. The information
provided does not fully describe other uses for this high quality water, nor does it make a case as to why
the Madison aquifer in this area is “economically or technologically impractical” for other beneficial
uses. Please provide additional supporting information to demonstrate that the Madison aquifer will not
be used in the future as a regional water source for municipal, domestic, agriculture, or livestock water
use (see the WOGCC definition for Fresh Water and Potable Water). The EPA recommends that this
additional information include an assessment of regional water needs that may be served by the Madison
Formation and be developed by an independent water supply expert. The EPA also recommends that this
effort include an evaluation of future water needs in the immediate area and other populated
cities/communities in the region.










